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ADVERTISEMENT. 


In-  presenting  another  controversial  tract  to  the  public,  the  author  trusts 
that  his  motives  will  not  be  misunderstood.  He  has  never  sought  contro- 
versy with  Protestant  Episcopalians  nor  Rev.  Mr.  Major.  _ The  first  tract 
was  called  forth  by  an  unprovoked  attack  on  Methodism  and  its  institu- 
tions. And  this  is  a reply  to  what  the  author  deems  an  attack  on  pure 
Christianty  and  the  sacred  authority  of  the  Bible. 

All  that  is  holy  and  authoritative  in  Scripture  must  be  surrendered,  when 
the  doctrine  of  Mr.  Major’s  pamphlet  is  admitted.  If  the  Bible  was  writ- 
ten by  wicked  men,  no  earthly  power  can  save  it  from  the  shafts  of  con- 
tempt. 

I have  not  followed  the  Rector  of  St.  Stephen’s  closely  in  replying  to  his  j 
statements.  This  was  not  purposed  at  the  outset,  as  it  would  have  required  ; 
a work  much  larger  than  his,  and  therefore,  would  not  have  been  read.  I 
have,  however,  showed  how  easy  his  positions  can  be  upset,  and  exposed 
numerous  mistakes.  No  other  portions  of  his  work  are  more  difficult  ot 
reply. 

If  some  severity  is  observed  in  my  style,  the  reader  is  requested  to  in-  : 
quire  “is  there  not  a cause.”  The  purity  and  sacredness  of  the  Holy 
Scriptures  are  attacked  in  order  to  prop  up  a system  of  Church  pollity, 
which  not  only  asks  that  itself  may  live,  (to  which  we  have  no  objection,) 
but  that  all  others  may  die,  however  useful. 

Judges  of  style  will  no  doubt  say  that  Mr.  M.  has  only  put  his  name  to 
it — the  production  owes  its  existence  to  some  other  author — and  therefore, 
the  principles  that  govern  controversy  did  not  require  you  to  reply.  This 
may  be  all  true ; yet  the  cause  of  vital  Christianity  and  the  principles  ot 
of  Protestantism,  are  more  dear  to  me  than  the  laws  of  etiquette. 

THE  AUTHOR. 


SECTION  I. 

History  of  the  matters  at  issue. — Mr.  Major's  mistakes. 

The  true  history  of  the  controversy  between  the  Rev.  Mr. 
Major  and  myself,  is  this:  A gracious  revival  of  religion  pre- 
vailed in  Harrisburg  during  last  winter,  among  all  denominations 
— save  the  Protestant  Episcopalians.  Like  Gideon’s  fleece, 
they  remained  dry,  while  the  gracious  dews  descended  on  all 
about  them.  During  this  revival,  Mr.  Major  took  pains  to  cir- 
culate a tract,  written  specially  to  injure  Methodists,  and  used 
other  means  to  prevent  the  people  from  attending  divine  service 
in  their  Church ; how  far  his  efforts  were  successful,  I know 
not,  (except  in  a few  cases,)  or  how  far  the  tract  did  injury,  of 
course,  cannot  now  be  ascertained. 

I deemed  the  tract  alluded  to,  a slander  on  the  Methodist 
Episcopal  Church,  and,  therefore,  replied  to  it,  by  meeting  its 
main  positions  and  refuting  its  anti-Christian  and  exclusive 
claims,  by  reference  to  Mr.  Wesley,  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and 
antiquity.  To  this  Mr.  Major  has  replied,  or  rather  has  made 
another  attack  on  Methodists  and  all  other  professing  Christians, 
who  do  not  adopt  his  notions  of  diocesan  Episcopacy.  I now 
propose  to  offer  a few  strictures  only,  on  his  labored  production. 
Were  I to  follow  him  closely,  and  refute  every  one  of  his  lead- 
ing arguments  in  proof  of  prelatical  succession ; and  show  that 
he  has  not  convicted  me  of  error,  in  any  material  point;  it  could 
do  no  good  to  the  cause  of  vital  religion,  and  might  be  called  by 
the  intelligent  reader,  merely  a war  of  reprisals.  Nor  should 
I have  offered  even  these  strictures,  had  I not  deemed  the  doc- 
trines of  his  pamphlet,  of  most  dangerous  tendency  to  the 
cause  of  public  morals.  This  will  be  shown  in  the  sequel. 

The  source  of  the  particular  controversy  between  the  Metho- 
dists and  Protestant  Episcopalians,  is  this: — Mr.  John  Wesley 
was  educated  in,  and  zealously  attached  to,  the  established 
Church  of  England,  in  which  he  preached  for  some  ten  or 
twelve  years,  without  the  imputation  of  irregularity.  But  after 
his  conversion  from  a state  of  sin  to  holiness,  his  zeal  for  God, 
and  the  opposition  of  the  clergy  of  his  own  Church,  drove  him 
into  the  fields  and  commons,  to  proclaim  the  word  of  life  to  the 
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perishing  multitude,  of  whom  it  might  truly  be  said,  “no  man 
eared  for  their  souls.”  Thousands  were  soon  converted,  who, 
for  mutual  improvement,  were  united  in  societies.  This  great 
work  of  God  soon  extended  to  the  American  Colonies  by  means 
of  emigrations,  which  were  then  frequent.  To  aid  the  work 
thus  commenced  on  this  side  of  the  Atlantic,  Mr.  Wesley  sent 
over  helpers,  as  occasion  required.  These  Methodists,  though 
not  members  of  the  established  Church,  were  in  the  habit  of 
receiving  the  sacraments  at  the  hands  of  the  clergy  of  that 
Church.  When  the  war  of  the  Revolution  broke  out,  the  min- 
isters of  the  establishment  returned  home,  leaving  their  flocks 
without  shepherds.  The  ordinances  of  religion  were,  during 
the  war,  nearly  altogether  suspended,  and  for  hundreds  of  miles 
together,  there  was  not  a minister  either  to  preach  or  administer 
the  sacraments.  Dr.  White,  (afterward  Bishop  White,)  was 
the  only  Episcopal  clergyman  in  Pennsylvania. — See  his  Life. 

During  the  continuance  of  the  war,  the  few  Methodist  preach- 
ers in  this  country  continued  to  exert  themselves,  in  preaching 
Christ,  and  laboring  for  the  moral  benefit  of  the  people.  Nor 
were  their  zealous  and  self-denying  labors  vain.  A great  revi- 
val of  pure  religion  followed,  and  large  numbers  were  added  to 
their  societies.  After  the  termination  of  the  war,  the  people 
being  altogether  without  the  sacraments,  sent  letters  to  Mr. 
Wesley  for  advice  in  the  emergency.  He  applied  to  the  Bishop 
of  London  to  ordain  one  minister  for  America,  but  without  | 
success.  After  consulting  with  his  friends,  (ministers  of  the 
Church  of  England,)  as  to  what  w'as  the  best  course  to  be  pur- 
sued. and  obtaining  their  advice,  “in  February,  1784,  he  call- 
ed Dr.  Coke  into  his  chamber,  and  spoke  to  him  nearly  as 
follows: — ‘That  as  the  American  brethren  wanted  a form  of 
discipline  and  ministerial  aid,  and  as  he  ever  wished  to  keep 
to  the  Bible,  and  as  near  to  primitive  Christianity  as  he  could  : 
he  had  always  admired  the  Alexandrian  mode  of  ordaining 
Bishops.  The  presbyters  of  that  great  Apostolic  Church  would 
never  allow  any  foreign  Bishop  to  interfere  in  their  ordinations : 
hut,  on  the  death  of  a Bishop , for  two  hundred  years,  till  the 
time  of  Dyonisius,  they  ordained  one  of  their  own  body,  and 
by  the  imposition  of  their  own  hands.’  Adding,  withal,  ‘that 
he  wished  the  Doctor  to  go  over  and  establish  that  mode  among 
the  Americans.’ 

“ All  this  was  quite  new  to  the  Doctor.  The  idea  of  an 
Alexandrian  ordination,  was  at  first  quite  revolting  to  his  pre- 
judices. However,  being  about  to  set  out  for  Scotland,  he 
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weighed  the  subject  for  two  months,  and  then  wrote  his  entire 
approbation  of  the  plan.  Accordingly  he  was  ordained  Bishop, 
and  brothers  Whateoat  and  Yasey,  presbyters.” — Portrait  of 
Methodism , by  Croivther , 2 Eng.  ed.  p.  412. 

This  is  the  letter  Mr.  M.  furnishes  ; intimating,  that  it  was 
written  from  America,  as  a persuasive  to  induce  Mr.  Wesley  to 
ordain  him.  Whereas  it  was  unquestionably  written  from  Scot- 
land, and  in  reply  to  Mr.  Wesley’s  request  as  above  stated. 
Mr.  M.  declares  that  Mr.  Wesley  did  not  intend  to  ordain  Dr. 
i Coke  a Bishop.  Here  is  mistake  No.  1.  He  also  represents  Dr. 
Coke  as  urging  Mr.  Wesley  to  ordain  him  while  he  (Wesley) 
was  reluctant  to  do  so.  Here  is  mistake  No.  2.  Also  that  Dr. 
Coke  was  in  this  country  when  he  wrote  the  above  letter- — Mr. 
Wesley  was  urged  by  persons  in  this  country,  and  Dr.  Coke 
wasone  of  them;'’  when  the  Doctor  had  never  been  here  prior 
to  his  ordination.  Here  is  mistake  No.  3.  The  above  ex- 
tracts will  show  whether  Mr.  Wesley  intended  to  ordain  a 
Bishop  in  the  proper  sense  of  that  term.  'The  dispute  in  Tract 
No.  4,  and  in  Mr.  Major’s  book  is — concerning  Mr.  Wesley’s 
intention.  Now,  we  deem  that  matter  fully  settled.  For  a full 
explanation  of  Mr.  Wesley's  letter  complaining  of  Dr.  Coke 
and  Mr.  Asbury,  for  allowing  themselves  to  be  called  Bishops — 
seeming  to  militate  against  these  proofs  of  his  intention — see 
Emory’s  Defence  of  our  Fathers,  where  that  matter  is  fully 
discussed. 

To  reconcile  the  apparent  discrepancy  between  Mr.  Wes- 
ley’s repeated  declarations,  that  he  never  “ intended  to  leave 
the  Church”  in  which  he  was  educated ; “ That  he  lived  and 
died  in  the  communion  of  the  established  Church  of  England;” 
it  is  only  necessary  to  say,  that  his  remarks  can  only  apply  to 
England,  and  wherever  else  the  established  Church  existed. 
There  he  did  not  wish  the  Methodists  to  be  a separate  religious 
party.  But  Mr.  Wesley  says  himself : “the  case  is  widely 
different  between  England  and  North  America.  Here  there 
are  bishops  who  have  a legal  jurisdiction.  In  America  there 
are  none,  neither  any  parish  ministers.  The  English  govern- 
ment has  no  authority  over  them  either  civil  or  ecclesiastical, 
any  more  than  over  the  States  of  Holland.  No  one  either 
claims  or  exercises  any  ecclesiastical  authority  at  all.”-- See 
the  whole  letter  in  my  former  tract.,  and  Wesley's  works,  Vol. 
viL  p.  311. 

The  oft  repeated  complaint— that  the  Methodists  in  this  coun- 
try have  left  the  Church  of  England  is  wholly  without  founda- 
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tion.  In  erecting  his  societies  into  an  independent  Church  in 
this  country,  Mr.  Wesley,  did  not  break  them  off  from  any 
Church  in  existence,  for  this  good  reason — they  were  attached 
to  none.  No  Church  pretended  to  claim  them  as  members. 
Nor  does  his  action  in  this  case  in  the  least  conflict  with  his 
professed  determination,  “ never  to  leave  the  established 
Church.”  He  did  not  leave  it,  nor  consent  that  his  socie- 
ties should,  as  a general  thing  during  his  life,  though  he  says 
“a  kind  of  separation  has  already  taken  place.”  But  the 
Church  of  which  he  was  a member,  did  not  exist , and  he 
knew  that  it  never  could  again  exist , in  America.  He  there- 
fore, as  he  was  in  duty  bound,  provided  a “ form  of  disci- 
pline,” and  ordained  a superintendent,  who  was  to  conse- 
crate others  as  we  have  stated.  Had  the  Protestant  Episcopal 
Church  existed  in  this  country  prior  to  the  ordination  of  Dr. 
Coke,  I much  doubt  whether  Mr.  Wesley  would  have  consent- 
ed that  his  societies  should  be  attached  to  it.  I could  give  good 
reasons  for  this  opinion  were  I disposed,  but  there  is  no  call  for 
them.  Certain  it  is,  that  Bishops  White  and  Provost  were 
not  allowed  to  officiate  in  England,  after  their  ordination.  See 
Life  of  Bishop  White,  p.  115.  Would  those  Bishops  have  been 
acceptable  to  Mr.  Wesley  whose  services  were  rejected  by  the 
Church  of  which  he  was  a member  ? But  there  was  no  Epis- 
copal Church  then  in  the  United  States.  Nor  did  the  Protes- 
tant Episcopal  Church  exist  until  three  years  after.  It  is  there- 
fore more  than  amusing — it  is  really  ludicrous — to  hear  Mr. 
M.  say  it  was  our  duty  to  have  continued  with  them,  when 
we  never  were  united  to  them. 

Mr.  M.  next  favors  us  with  several  letters  from  Dr.  Coke, 
by  which  he  designs  to  prove  that  he  did  not  deem  himself  a 
Bishop  at  the  time.  That  the  Doctor  did  essay  to  unite  the 
Methodist  Episcopal,  and  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Churches, 
believing  that  it  would  be  for  the  glory  of  God,  and  would  aid 
the  interests  of  religion  in  this  country,  is  not  denied.  That  he 
showed  a willingness  to  meet  them  half-way  by  agreeing  to 
submit  to  re-consecration,  (if  that  would  satisfy  Protestant 
Episcopalians,)  while  they  in  turn  were  to  allow  the  Methodists 
to  maintain  their  own  peculiar  organization  after  the  junction  as 
before.  But  that  Dr.  Coke  did  not  doubt  the  validity  of  his  own 
Episcopal  ordination,  is  evident  from  his  reply  to  the  Metho- 
dist conference,  when  urged  to  give  his  reasons  for  writing  as  he 
did,  to  Bishops  White  and  Seabury.  In  that  reply  he  says  : 

1.  “I  never,  since  I could  reason  on  these  things,  consid- 
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ered  the  doctrine  of  the  uninterrupted  Apostolic  succession 
of  Bishops , as  at  all  valid  or  true.” 

2.  “I  am  of  our  late  venerable  father,  Mr.  Wesley’s  opinion, 
that  the  order  of  bishops  and  presbyters,  is  one  and  the  same.” 

3.  “ I believe  that  the  Episcopal  form  of  Church  govern- 
ment, is  the  best  in  the  world,  when  the  Episcopal  power  is 
under  due  regulation  and  responsibility.” 

4.  “I  believe  it  is  well  to  follow  the  example  of  the  primi- 
tive Church,  as  exemplified  in  the  word  of  God,  by  setting 
apart  for  great  ministerial  purposes,  by  the  imposition  of  hands  ; 
but  especially  those  who  are  appointed  for  offices  of  the  first 
rank  in  the  Church.” 

“ From  all  I have  advanced  you  may  easily  perceive,  my 
dear  brethren,  that  I do  not  consider  the  imposition  of  hands, 
as  essentially  necessary  for  any  office  in  the  Church  ; nor  do  1 
on  the  other  hand,  think  that  the  repetition  of  the  imposition  of 
hands,  for  the  same  office,  when  important  circumstances  require 
it,  is  at  all  improper  ; * * * * Therefore.  1 have  no  doubt,  that 
my  consecration  of  Bishop  Asbury  was  perfectly  valid,  and 
would  have  been  so,  even  if  he  had  been  re-consecrated.  I 
never  did  apply  to  the  general  convention,  nor  any  other  con- 
vention, for  re-consecration.  I never  did  intend  that  either 
Bishop  Asbury  or  myself,  should  give  up  our  Episcopal  office, 
if  the  junction  were  to  take  place  ; but  I should  have  had  no 
scruple  then,  nor  should  I now,  if  the  junction  were  desirable 
to  have  submitted  to,  or  to  submit  to  a re-imposition  of  hands, 
in  order  to  accomplish  a great  object.  But  I do  say  again,  I do 
not  now  believe  such  a junction  desirable.”  Bangs’  Hist.  vol.  2. 
p.  209-10.  Mr.  M.  says,  “ Coke  was  convinced  he  was  no 
Bishop.”  Here  is  mistake  No.  4.  He  also  says  that  “he 
applied  for  re-consecration.”  Coke  says  here  that  he  did  not, 
but  “ would  have  submitted  to  it,  for  the  sake  of  accomplish- 
ing a great  object.”  Here  is  mistake  No.  5. 

Dr.  Coke  had  doubtless  seen  the  pamphlet  published  by  Dr. 
White  in  1783,  in  which  was  argued  the  propriety  of  erecting 
a Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  this  country,  on  Presbyterial 
ordination,  because  the  English  Bishops  refused  to  ordain  for 
America.  In  which  pamphlet  Dr.  White  says,  “that  if  the 
Episcopal  succession  were  afterward  obtained,  any  supposed 
imperfection  of  the  intermediate  ordinations,  might,  if  it  ivere 
judged  proper,  be  supplied  without  acknowledging  their  md- 
lity,  by  a conditional  ordination,  resembling  that  of  conditional 
baptism  in  the  liturgy.” — p.  17. 
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This  was  the  precise  idea  of  Dr.  Coke,  and  knowing  that 
Bishop  White’s  views  were  identical  with  his  own,  and  believ- 
ing that  the  union  of  the  two  Churches  would  be  a means 
of  mutual  advantage,  as  well  as  aid  the  progress  of  the  great 
work  of  God  in  this  new  country,  he  made  the  propositions 
contained  in  his  letters.  But  he  never  admitted  that  his  Epis- 
copal ordination  was  a nullity.  The  man  who  says  he  did, 
must  find  some  apologist  other  than  the  writer  of  these  pages. 
I cannot  plead  his  cause,  nor  will  I charge  him  with  the  crimes 
of  which  I really  deem  him  guilty.  To  his  own  master  he 
stands  or  falls.  I have  preferred  that  Dr.  Coke  himself  should 
reply  to  Mr.  Major’s  remarks  concerning  him.  He  has  done 
so  in  the  letter  above  cited,  and  there  I will  leave  it ; hoping  that 
Mr.  M.  will  read  other  authors  on  Methodist  history,  beside 
Alexander  M’Caine.  Mr.  Southey  and  Mr.  Sunderland.  We 
have  long  since  learned  to  pay  no  attention  whatever  to  what 
either  of  them  say.  Y et  they  are  apparently  the  only  writers, 
on  our  history,  whom  Mr.  M.  allows  a place  in  his  library.  He 
who  looks  through  green  glasses,  we  cannot  suppose,  will  see 
any  thing  in  its  true  colours.  This  explains  the  whole  matter. 
A mistake  in  judgment,  (which  we  have  seen  he  admitted,)  and 
yielding  through  zeal  for  God,  to  the  overflowing  of  a kind  and 
Catholic  spirit,  without  sufficient  caution,  is  all  that  can  be  urged 
against  Dr.  Coke  in  this  whole  transaction.  As  to  the  letter 
to  Mr.  Wilberforce,  if  Mr.  M.  or  any  others  desire  full  infor- 
mation on  all  the  facts  in  the  case,  they  can  see  it  in  “Jackson’s 
letter  to  Dr.  Pusey,”  a small  book  which  is  in  my  possession, 
and  can  be  furnished  to  all  who  desire  it.  But  as  the  letter  to 
Wilberforce  does  not  effect  Methodists  in  this  country,  I shall 
offer  no  farther  remarks  upon  it. 

It  is  not  to  defend  Methodism  that  I have  taken  the  pains  to 
correct  Mr.  Major’s  gross  mistakes,  but  to  defend  the  character 
of  the  dead — in  my  opinion,  most  vilely  slandered,  by  men 
who  have  not  a moiety  of  the  zeal  or  piety  of  the  man  whom 
they  delight  to  hold  up  to  reproach.* 

* “Dr.  Coke  went  to  the  University  of  Oxford,  a simple  minded  up- 
right youth,  about  seventeen  years  of  age,  accustomed  to  observe  the  forms 
of  Christianity,  and  never  having  entertained  any  doubt  of  its  truth  ; but 
he  soon  found  himself,  at  College,  surrounded  by  fellow  students  who 
laughed  at  all  religion.  His  College  tutor  was  an  infidel  and  a drunkard, 
who  succeeded  in  wresting  from  the  unarmed  stripling,  his  faith  in  the 
revelation  of  God.  It  was  chiefly  in  his  cups  that  this  gentleman  admin- 
istered the  poison.  ‘ Eh,  Coke,’  he  would  then  say,  as  well  as  he  could, 
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It  may  be  a matter  of  wonder,  with  some,  why  Protestant 
Episcopalians  are  ever  uttering,  both  from  the  pulpit  and  press, 
so  many  hard  sayings  against  the  Methodists  ? Why  they  do 
not  pursue  other  denominations  with  the  same  perseverence  ? 
The  answer  is  easy.  1.  They  are  offended,  because  we  have 
“taken  their  good  name,”  when  they  desired  to  bear  it  “ soli- 
tary and  alone."  Mr.  M.  says,  “if  Mr.  Wesley’s  objections 
were  only  to  the  name , if  they  have  so  much  respect  for  his 
shade,  why  do  they  still  retain  it?"  2.  They  see  the  suc- 
cess with  which  the  Methodist  Episcopal  Church  has  been 
blessed,  and  conclude,  that  if  we  had  remained,  and  been 
1“  hewers  of  wood  and  drawers  of  water”  for  them,  they  could 
have  “dressed  in  silk  and  lawn,”  and  lived  as  lazily  as  ever; 
and  counting  us  theirs,  whether  we  were  or  not,  they  would 
have  been  the  most  numerous  sect  in  the  United  States.  This, 
it  seems,  they  much  long  for,  as  they,  even  now,  essay  to  call 
themselves  ‘ ‘ the  American  Church." — See  Episcopal  Callen- 
darfor  1844.  Bishop  Doane  also  writes  himself,  '‘■Bishop  of 
New  Jersey ,”  though  he  has  but  a few  hundred  hearers  in  the 
State,  and  his  is  undoubtedly  the  smallest  denomination  within 
its  bounds.  How  it  would  aid  his  proud  pretensions  were  the 
Methodists  attached  to  them.  3.  They,  as  I said  in  my  former 
tract,  hope,  by  keeping  up  the  cry  of  “ no  Church,  no  minis- 
try, no  sacraments,”  to  proselyte  some  of  our  weaker  members 
and  draw  them  into  their  fold. 

The  whole  of  Mr.  Major’s  pamphlet,  shows  that  they  de- 
pend more  on  proselyting  from  other  Churches,  than  on  leading 
sinners  to  God.  He  quotes  authority,  (lest  the  reader  should 
doubt  his  own  word,)  to  prove  that  “ two-thirds  (that  is  800)  of 
their  clergy  have  come  from  other  denominations.  ” W e are  not 
disposed  to  dispute  it,  though  we  do  not  deem  it  to  their  credit. 
In  some  cases,  doubtless,  these  men  had  the  best  of  reasons  for 
leaving  the  Churches  they  deserted.  We  think  we  could  point 
out  some  such  instances,  but  forbear  to  do  so.t  They  may 

‘do  you  believe  the  Adam  and  Eve  story,  Eh  !’  and  thus  get  rid  of  the 
Bible  with  a fool-born  jest.  Whether  this  profane  scoffer  was  in  the 
Apostolical  succession,  of  which  the  world  has  heard  so  much  of  late  years, 
I know  not;  but  he  was  certainly  intrusted  with  the  training  of  those  who 
were  to  be  the  successors  of  Apostles,  Saints  and  Martyrs.** Coke  was, 
however,  Ly  the  mercy  of  God,  soon  rescued  out  of  ‘ the  snare  of  the 
Devil,’  and  became  one  of  the  most  devoted  and  useful  ministers  of  his 
age.” — Jackson’s  Letter  to  Dr.  Pusey,  p.  156. 

f A most  excellent  Protestant  Episcopal  minister  once  told  me,  “that 
the  least  useful  ministers  in  their  Church,  were  those  who  had  come  to 
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also  have  had  the  best  reasons  for  joining  Mr.  Major’s  party,  it 
the  doctrine  he  teaches  be  true,  that  the  grossest  wickedness 
“does  not  invalidate  orders.”  We  assure  “ the  Church,” 
that  we  (and  doubtless  other  Churches)  can  spare  them  a few 
more,  who  now  bear  our  name,  without  feeling  the  loss  very 
especially.  And  we  hope  Mr.  M.  and  his  race  of  “ impeccable 
clergy ” will  not  cease  coaxing  and  urging  the  prisoner’s  plea, 
“ every  doubt  should  be  construed  in  favor  of  the' Church,” 
until  they  have  drained  ours,  and  all  other  Churches,  of  all  the 
drones  and  hangers-on $ whose  usefulness  where  they  are,  is  at 
least  doubtful,  and  we  very  much  fear  will  so  continue,  until 
they  receive  the  Apostolic  unction,  charm,  or  whatever  else  it 
is,  that  is  conferred  by  the  hands  of  “ succession  Bishops 
rendering  them  true  ministers  during  life,  in  defiance  of  tempta- 
tion and  sin. 

Mr.  M.  argues,  most  weakly , on  p.  16,  to  prove  that  Pro- 
testant Episcopalians  existed  as  a Church,  in  this  country,  from 
the  time  of  the  Revolution,  to  that  of  the  convention  in  1787. 
“ Episcopalians  at  that  time,  were  the  same  body  as  previous- 
ly existed  before  the  Revolution.  They  always  maintained 
this  principle,  (what  principle  ?)  and  the  general  convention  de- 
clared the  same.”  What  did  it  declare  ? Does  the  adherence 
of  eight  or  ten  men  to  a principle,  constitute  a Church  ? But 
I deny  that  the  individuals  in  this  country,  holding  to  the  Epis- 
copalian form  of  Church  government,  in  1783,  believed  in  what 
is  now  called  succession,  if  that  be  the  principle  which  Mr.  M. 
says  they  maintained. 

“If  even  those  who  hold  Episcopacy  to  be  of  Divine  right, 
conceive  the  obligation  to  it,  to  be  not  binding,  when  that  idea 
would  be  destructive  of  public  worship,  much  more  must  they 
think  so,  who  indeed  venerate  and  prefer  that  form,  as  the 
most  ancient  and  venerable,  but  without  any  idea  of  Divine  j 
right  in  the  case.  This,  the  author  believes,  to  be  the  senti-  i 
ment  of  the  great  body  of  Episcopalians  in  America  ; in  which 
respect  they  have  in  their  favor,  unquestionably,  the  sense  of 
the  Church  of  England,  and,  as  he  believes,  the  opinions  of 
her  most  distinguished  prelates,  for  piety,  virtue  and  abilities.” 
The  Case  of  the  Episcopal  Churches  in  the  United  States  Con- 
sidered, by  Dr.  White,  p.  25,  as  cited  by  Dr.  Emory. 

them  from  other  denominations  ; and  he  thought  they  must  have  lost  the  j 
spirit  of  their  work,  prior  to  leaving  their  own  Churches.”  He  evidently  j 
intimated,  that  their  motives  in  joining  them  were  not  to  be  praised.  Yet 
Mr.  M.  praises  them. 
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Here  Dr.  White  shows  that  himself,  Episcopalians  in  this 
bountry,  and  the  English  Church,  at  that  time,  were  opposed 
o the  doctrine  of  the  Divine  right  of  Episcopacy.  I might 
rive  much  more  to  the  same  point,  from  that  most  excellent 
nan,  but  perhaps  it  would  not  influence  the  silly  opinions  of 
vis  sons. 

That  the  established  Church  of  England  ceased  to  exist  in 
;his  country  at  the  end  of  the  Revolutionary  struggle,  even  Mr. 
M.  cannot  deny.  The  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  was  form- 
ed, and  adopted  its  constitution,  in  1787,  after  the  consecration 
of  Bishops  White  and  Provost.  Will  Mr.  M.  deny  this  ? If 

Ihis  Church  existed  prior  to  that  time,  will  he  please  to  tell  us 
by  what  name  it  was  called  ? Can  a Church,  as  such,  exist 
without  a constitution,  a name,  fixed  rules,  or  even  a head  r 
If  it  was  a body,  it  was  a headless  and  strange  one  indeed. — 
But  he  says,  Bishop  Seabury  was  ordained  the  same  year  in 
which  Dr.  Coke  was.  But  that  proves  nothing,  as  his  being 
ordained  by  non-juring  and  excommunicated  men,  the  Protest- 
ant Episcopal  Church  was  not  formed  under  him. — See  Life 
of  Bishop  White,  p.  111.  In  fact,  the  writer  of  White’s 
Memoir  intimates,  that  the  Church  was  not  formed  until  the 
convention  of  1789.  “By  the  proceedings  of  that  body,  and 
by  the  consecration  of  Dr.  Madison,  by  the  English  Bishops 
in  the  following  year,  the  Church  became  happily  and  fully 
' organized."  p.  154.  IIow  many  mistakes  Mr.  M.  has  made 
here  I will  not  say.  Yet  he  refers  to  his  own  assertion,  “I 
have  already  said,”  without  the  least  proof,  in  many  other  por- 
tions of  his  tract. 

He  farther  says:  “The  Methodists  were  bound  to  continue 
with  them,  especially  after  they  obtained  valid  Bishops.” — 
Poor  fellow,  I pity  him,  as  he  seems  to  yearn  over  us,  and 
long  to  get  his  Church  filled  up.  We  never  were  with  them  as 
Church  members,  and,  of  course,  have  never  left  them.— 
Methodists  were  not  gathered  from  Protestant  Episcopalians, 
though  Mr.  M.  admits  that  most  of  their  ministers  and  mem- 
hers  were  gathered  from  Methodists  and  other  Churches.  We 
continue  with  them!  there  was  no  body  to  continue  with,  when 
our  Church  was  formed  in  1784,  nor  for  three  years  after. 
And,  after  they  were  associated,  it  would  have  been  strange 
indeed,  for  the  Methodists,  with  a duly  formed  Church  on  the 
Apostolic  model,  valid  Bishops,  an  efficient  ministry,  and  some 
fifty  thousand  members,  in  1787,  to  have  joined  a party  far 
their  inferiors  in  numbers  and  respectability.  Who  ever  heard 
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of  such  a thing — better  that  the  larger  body  should  attract  the 
less. 

I could  hurl  back  the  charge  of  schism,  on  our  opponents,  with 
tremendous  force,  but  will  not  do  it.  I will  simply  propose 
the  enquiry  to  the  intelligent  reader — How  can  a man  leave  a 
Church  to  which  he  never  belonged,  or  create  a schism  in  a 
body  from  which  he  never  separated,  nor  induced  any  other  to 
leave?  But  the  separation  of  the  English  Church,  of  which 
Mr.  M.  says,  the  Protestant  Episcopalian  “is  only  an  exten- 
sion,” from  the  Papal,  was  a schism  in  their  sense  of  the  term. 
And  she  seems  now  to  be  conscience-smitten  for  the  crime, 
•and  is  making  her  way  back  to  her  fold  as  fast  as  circumstances 
will  permit.  I will  give  some  proof  of  this,  as  Mr.  M.  seems 
to  desire  proof.  Dr.  Pusey,  in  his  account  of  Mr.  Sibthrop’s 
secession,  says:  “In  studying  the  types  of  the  Old  Testament, 
he  found  the  unity  of  the  Church  prominent,  in  a degree  in 
which  it  is  not  in  this  day  fulfilled,  unless  the  Roman  commu- 
nion be  the  Church,  and  therefore  he  joined  it.” — Letter  to  the 
Arch-Bishop  of  Canterbury , p.  23.  The  Church  of  Rome  is 
said  to  be  “ our  Mother,  through  whom  we  were  born  to  God.” 
Tract , No.  77.  “We  must  maintain  prayers  for  departed 
Saints  to  be  a Catholic  practice.”— Pusey' s Letter  to  the.  Arch- 
Bisliop  of  Canterbury.  “As  to  the  Reformers,  I think  worse 
and  worse  of  them.” — Froud's  Remains,  p.  379.  “Really 
I hate  the  Reformation  and  the  Reformers  more  and  more.” — 
lb.  p.  389.  “We  are  reformed,  we  have  come  out  of 
Babylon,  and  have  rebuilt  our  Church,  but  it  is  Ichabod;  ‘the 
glory  is  departed  from  Israel.’  ” — Tracts  for  the  People , No. 
31.' 

“The  Sacramentum  Unitatis,  was  shuttered  in  that  great 
schism  of  the  sixteenth  century,  which  issued  in  some  parts  of 
Europe,  in  the  Reformation.” — Tract , No.  71. 

“Is  it  expedient  to  put  forth  any  paper  on  the  doctrine  ne- 
cessary to  salvation  ? I am  led  to  question  whether  justifica- 
tion by  faith,  is  an  integral  part  of  this  doctrine?”  Froud's 
Remains , p.  332.  It  is  well  known  that  Romanism  has  long 
since  laid  aside  the  doctrine  of  salvation  by  faith,  and  now  feeds 
the  people  on  a Latin  Mass  and  wafer  God.  And  does  not 
the  above  quotation,  from  one  of  the  Oxford  men,  show  that 
High  Churchmen  are  looking  in  the  same  direction?  Well  may 
Mr.  M.  say,  all  eyes  are  turned  towards  “the  Church.”  It  is 
quite  true,  but  not  with  the  intention  of  joining  her  communion. 
The  Christian  world  is  struck  with  horror  at  her  manifest  yearn- 
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ings  toward  the  Mother  of  Harlots,  who  hath  tilled  the  earth 
!with  her  abominations. 

The  reader  certainly  cannot  need  or  desire  more  proof,  that, 
the  Oxford  Tracts,  and  Dr.  Pusey,  are  leading  “the  Church” 
iback  to  the  Papal  fellowship.  Yet  Mr.  M.  pleads  for  and  de- 
fends this  same  Puseyism.  So  we  advance  backward  in  the 
nineteenth  century.  He  will  meet  this,  however,  by  the  Jesuiti- 
cal trick,  so  frequently  practiced,  saying,  we  adopt  only  such 
of  the  Oxford  sentiments  as  suits  us. 


SECTION  II. 

The  controversy  in  general. — Position  of  parties  defined. 

Dr.  Samuel  Miller  says:  “It  ought  to  be  understood,  that 
among  those  who  espouse  the  Episcopal  side,  there  are  three 
classes. 

“ The  first  consists  of  those  who  believe  that  neither  Christ, 
nor  his  Apostles,  laid  down  any  particular  form  of  Ecclesiasti- 
cal government,  to  which  the  Church  is  bound  to  adhere  in  all 
ages.  That  every  Church  is  free,  consistently  with  the  Divine 
will,  to  frame  her  constitution,  agreeably  to  her  own  views  of 
the  state  of  society,  and  the  exigency  of  particular  times. — 
These  prefer  the  Episcopal  government,  and  some  of  them  oe- 
lieve  that  it  was  the  primitive  form ; but  they  consider  it  as 
resting  on  the  ground  of  human  expediency  alone , and  not  of 
Divine  appointment.  This  is  well  known  to  have  been  the 
opinion  of  Arch-Bishops  Cranmer,  Grinal  and  Whitgift;  of 
Bishop  Leighton,  of  Bishop  Jewel,  of  Dr.  Whitaker,  of  Bishop 
Reynolds,  of  Arch-Bishop  Tillotson,  of  Bishop  Burnet,  of 
Bishop  Croft,  of  Dr.  Stillingfleet,  and  of  a long  list  of  the  most 
learned  and  pious  Divines  of  the  Church  of  England,  from  the 
Reformation  down  to  the  present  day.”  Bishop  White,  late 
of  the  Diocese  of  Pennsylvania,  was  of  the  same  sentiment. 
“In  regard  to  the  Episcopacy,  I think  that  it  should  be  sustained 
as  the  government  of  the  Church,  from  the  time  of  the  Apos- 
tles, but  without  criminating  the  ministry  of  other  Churches  : 
as  is  the  course  taken  by  the  Church  of  England.” — Life, 
p.  87.  Here  Bishop  White  shows  that  he  was  an  Episcopa- 
lian in  principle,  as  was  Mr.  Wesley  and  Dr.  Coke,  and  as 
are  the  Methodists  now ; and  as  are  the  great  body  of  the 
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members  and  ministers  in  all  Episcopal  Churches  in  the  world. 
But  because  a man  prefers  the  Episcopal  form  of  Church  or- 
ganization, must  he  cease  to  be  a Christian,  become  rabid,  and 
bite  at  all  other  Churches,  however  honored  of  God?  So  did 
not  Bishop  White,  and  therefore  his  name  is  and  ever  will  be 
respected  by  men  of  all  persuasions. 

“ Another  class  of  Episcopalians  go  farther.”  (These  and 
those  of  the  first  class  are  Low  Churchmen.)  “ They  believe 
that  the  government  of  the  Church  by  Bishops,  as  a superior 
order  of  Presbyters,  was  sanctioned  by  Apostolic  example , and 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  all  Churches  to  imitate  this  example. — 
But  while  they  consider  Episcopacy  as  necessary  to  the  per- 
fection of  the  Church,  they  grant  that  it  is  by  no  means  neces- 
sary to  her  existence;  and,  accordingly,  without  hesitation, 
acknowledge  as  true  Churches  of  Christ,  many  in  which  the 
Episcopal  doctrine  is  rejected,  and  Presbyterian  principles 
made  the  basis  of  Ecclesiastical  government.  The  advocates 
of  this  opinion  also  have  been  numerous  and  respectable,  both 
among  the  clerical  and  lay  members  of  the  Episcopal  Churches 
in  England  and  the  United  States.  In  this  list  appear  the 
venerable  names  of  Bishop  Hall,  Bishop  Downham,  Bishop  Ban- 
croft, Bishop  Andiews,  Arch-Bishop  Usher,  Bishop  Forbes, 
the  learned  Chillingworth,  Arch-Bishop  Wake,  Bishop  Hoad  ■ 
ley,  and  many  more. 

“A  third  class”  (High  Churchmen)  “go  much  beyond  either 
of  the  former.  While  they  grant  that  God  has  left  men  at  liberty 
to  modify  every  other  kind  of  government  according  to  circum- 
stances, they  contend  that  one  form  of  government  for  the  Church 
is  unalterably  fixed  by  Divine  appointment ; that  this  form  is 
Episcopal ; that  it  is  absolutely  essential  to  the  existence  of  the 
Church  ; that  of  course  wherever  it  is  wanting,  there  is  no 
Church,  no  regular  ministry,  no  valid  ordinances;  and  that  all 
who  are  united  to  religious  societies,  not  conforming  to  this  or- 
der, are  ‘ aliens  from  Christ’ — ‘ out  of  the  appointed  way  to 
Heaven,’  ‘and  have  no  hope  but  in  the  uncovenanted  mercies  of 
God.’” 

“It  is  confidently  believed,”  continues  the  same  author, 
“that  the  two  former  classes,  taken  together,  embrace  at  least 
nineteen  parts  out  of  twenty  of  all  the  Episcopalians  in  Great 
Britain  and  the  United  States  ;*  while,  so  far  as  can  be  learned 

*Of  what  avail  then  is  it  for  Mr.  M.  to  say  that  six-sevenths  of  the 
Christian  population  of  the  earth  are  Episcopalians.  (Let  him  no  more 
charge  Methodists  with  appealing  to  success,  saying  it  is  not  argument.) 
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from  the  most  respectable  writings,  and  other  authentic  sources 
of  information,  it  is  only  the  small  remaining  proportion  who 
hold  the  extravagant  opinions  assigned  to  the  third  and  last  of 
these  classes.” — Miller,  as  cited  by  Dr.  Emory,  in  his  Defence 
of  our  Fathers,  p.  6. 

These  were  the  true  points  at  issue  a few  years  since.  But 
subsequently  the  friends  of  exclusive  Episcopacy  have  given 
prominency  to  one  or  two  additional  points.  Namely,  that 
Christ  or  his  Apostles,  appointed  three  orders*  of  Ministers, 
Deacons,  Priests  or  Elders,  and  Bishops.  That  the  latter  was 
constituted  by  a triple  consecration,  and  being  set  over  the 
others,  possessed  the  sole  power  of  ordination.  That  this  third 
order  has  been  continued  in  a regular  uninterrupted  series,  by 
ordination,  handing  down  the  commission  from  Christ,  to  preach 
and  minister  the  sacraments  to  our  times.  That  all  who  have 
received  orders  from  these  are  true  ministers  of  Christ,  no  mat- 
ter what  their  morals,  or  by  what  means  they  obtained  conse- 
cration. And  all  others,  not  thus  in  the  succession,  no  matter 
how  clearly  called  of  God,  abundant  the  fruit  following  their 
labors,  are  intruders  into  the  sacred  office,  having  no  right  to 
perform  any  ministerial  functions. 

My  readers  now  have  the  gist  of  the  general  controversy  as 
it  exists  at  present.  To  these  High  Church  notions  we  object : 

1.  That  Christ  gave  no  commission,  in  so  many  words,  to 

Unless  he  can  shew  that  they  are  all  High  Church,  it  will  only  militate 
against  him.  Here  Dr.  Miller  says  : and  I believe  he  is  or  was  professor  of 
ancient  history  in  the  College  at  Princeton,  and  should  therefore  know,  as 
well  as  a young  man  but  just  out  of  his  teens:  that  nineteen-twentieths  of 
Episcopalians  are  low  Church  in  their  notions.  “ All  ecclesiastical  his- 
torians agree  that,  when  the  Reformation  was  introduced  into  Sweden,  the 
first  ministers  who  undertook  to  ordain,  were  only  Presbyters.” — Miller's 
letters,  p.  240.  Here  is  one  of  Mr.  Major’s  Episcopal  Churches.  I could 
show  that  all  the  others  were  of  the  same  character.  As  to  the  Nestorians 
who  were  excommunicated,  and  banished  into  the  interior  of  Syria  about 
the  fifth  century,  we  know  that  Mar  Yohanan,  their  Bishop,  when  here, 
spurned  the  notions  of  High  Churchmen,  in  a letter  he  addressed  them. 
We  have  no  earthly  objection  to  the  Episcopal  form  of  Church  government. 
So  far  from  it  we  highly  approve  it,  as  did  Bishop  White.  But  at  the 
same  time  most  heartily  despise  the  unscriptural  dogma,  which  a few  tran- 
scendentalists  have  appended  to  it- — the  succession  of  Bishops  by  Divine 
right.  Let  Mr.  M.  cleave  to  the  question  at  issue. 

*Mr.  Major  says  four — “the  twelve  Apostles,  the  Bishops,  Presbyters 
and  Deacons.”  p.  19.  This  seems  to  be  a discovery  of  his  own,  although 
it  flatly  contradicts  the  doctrine  of  his  own  Church,  and  all  history,  as  well 
as  other  portions  of  the  production  to  which  he  has  attached  his  name. 
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his  disciples  to  ordain  others.  Mr.  M.  says  “ the  question  is 
whether  the  commission  to  ordain  others,  which  the  Saviour 
<rave  to  his  Apostles,  has  been  transmitted  to  our  times,  in  the 
line  of  Bishops.”  We  deny  that  such  commission  was  given 
in  so  many  words.  Will  Mr.  M.  please  show  us  the  passage. 
The  commission  of  Christ  to  his  disciples,  was  to  disciple , 
baptize  and  teach  all  nations.  And  that  it  was  not  confined  to 
the  Apostles  alone,  or  to  those  who  had  been  specially  appoint- 
ed to  the  work  by  them,  is  evident  from  the  fact,  that  many 
private  Christians  made  proselytes  to  the  faith,  and  both  bap- 
tized and  taught  them.  Ananias,  a private  Christian,  both  taught 
and  baptized  Paul.  And  private  Christians  baptized  the  new 
converts  in  the  house  of  Cornelius.  Christ  gave  but  one  com- 
mission to  his  disciples,  and  that  was  to  the  Gospel  ministry. 
Paul  says  “ I was  not  sent  to  baptize,  but  to  preach  the  Gos- 
pel.” The  power  to  commission,  is  an  inference  from  the 
power  to  preach  and  disciple.  It  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  the 
function  which  contains  the  burden  of  the  commission,  “ go 
teach  all  nations ,”  should  belong  to  a lower  grade  of  clergy  ; 
while  ordination,  which  is  only  inferred  from  the  main  com- 
mission, should  be  reserved  for  a higher  order.  Those  who 
possess  the  highest  powers  conveyed  by  the  commission,  must 
possess  the  whole.  Mr.  M.’s  quibble  about  the  powers  of  a 
judge  and  constable  is  not  worthy  of  notice,  unless  he  will 
show  that  the  Apostles  did  not  perform  the  duties  embraced  in 
the  pretended  three  orders  of  ministers — preach,  baptize,  minis- 
ter the  sacrament  of  the  supper,  and  consecrate  others. 

2.  Deacons  in  their  first  institution  were  not  a distinct  order  of 
clergy,  but  w*ere  intended  to  take  care  of  the  poor.  Peter  says 
“ it  is  not  meet  for  us  to  leave  the  word  of  God,  and  serve  ta- 
bles.” Hence  deacons  were  especially  appointed  for  that  work. 
Yet  Philip,  the  deacon,  preached  to,  and  baptized  the  eunuch, 
though  not  ordained  to  that  work.  Christ  neither  appointed, 
or  forbid  such  an  office,  leaving  it  to  the  discretion  of  the 
Church.  I challenge  proof  to  the  contrary. 

3.  The  office  of  an  Apostle  was  peculiar,  having  these 
marks. 

1.  He  must  have  “ seen  the  Lord.” — Acts  i.  21,22.  Paul 
claims  this  mark.  “ Am  I not  an  Apostle,  have  I not  seen  the 
Lord.” — 1.  Cor.  ix.  1.  “Last  of  all  he  was  seen  of  me 
also.” — 1.  Cor.  xv.  8. 

2.  He  must  have  received  his  commission  directly  from 
Christ.  “ But  I certify  you  brethren  that  the  Gospel  which 
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was  preached  by  me,  is  not  after  men ; for  I neither  received  it 
of  man,  neither  was  I taught  it,  but  by  the  revelation  of  Jesus 
Christ.”— Gal.  i.  11,  12. 

3.  He  must  have  had  the  power  of  working  miracles.  “Tru- 
ly the  signs  of  an  Apostle  were  wrought  among  you.” — 2.  Cor. 
xii.  12. 

4.  He  must  have  been  divinely  instructed  in  all  the  doctrines 

of  Christianity,  by  the  spirit  of  God.  “ For  I delivered  unto 
you,  first  of  all,  that  which  I also  received,”  &c.— 1.  Cor.  xv. 
3.  ‘ • For  I will  not  dare  to  speak  of  any  of  these  things,  which 

Christ  has  not  wrought  by  me,  to  make  the  Gentiles  obedient 
by  word  and  deed,  through  mighty  signs  and  wonders,  by  the 
power  of  the  spirit  of  God,”  &c. — Rom.  xv.  18,  19. 

5.  His  mission  was  to  the  whole  world.  The  Apostles 
“were  rulers,  not  each  over  a separate  nation  or  city,  but  all 
were  intrusted  with  the  world  in  common.” — St.  Chrysos- 

P tom. 

6.  “ On  the  death  of  an  Apostle,  no  one  Avas  ever  substitu- 
, ted  in  his  room.  When  the  original  college  was  extinct,  the 

title,  as  applied  to  living  men,  became  extinct.  The  election 
, of  Matthias,  in  the  room  of  Judas,  is  no  exception,  as  it  was 
previous  to  their  entering  on  their  charge.” — Dr.  Elliot.  So 
that  no  subsequent  Bishops  can  claim  to  be  their  successors. 

I “ For  such  are  false  Apostles,  deceitful  workers,  transforming 
themselves  into  the  Apostles  of  Christ.” — 2.  Cor.  xi.  13. 

4.  We  object  again  to  High  Church  notions,  because  neither 
Christ,  nor  his  Apostles,  instituted  any  special  form  of  Church 
I government,  which  they  commanded  all  men  in  all  ages  to  fol- 
low, to  the  exclusion  of  all  other  forms.  I take  this  ground 
Avith  full  confidence,  and  challenge  proof  to  the  contrary.  It  is 
vain  for  High  Churchmen  to  appeal  to  the  fathers  of  the  first 
or  any  other  century,  unless  they  can  prove  that  they  were  in- 
spired by  God,  to  supply  what  the  Apostles  left  deficient.  The 
practice  of  the  Apostolic  age,  could  it  be  deary  ascertained, 
might  recommend  itself  to  imitation,  as  a worthy  example  ; but 
nothing  is  binding  except  law,  and  this  cannot  be  found.  “And 
therefore,  Tertullian  condemns  all  those  things,  to  be  devoid  of 
sanction,  and  to  be  attributed  to  superstition,  which  are  done 
Avithout  the  Avarrant  of  Divine  command.” — Stillingjleet's 
Iren. — p.  38.  The  advocates  of  one  specific  form  of  Church 
government,  as  being  the  only  right  one,  must  protre  that  all 
others  are  divinely  prohibited. 
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“ These  things  may  be  said  to  be  jure  divino,  (by  divine  right,)  which 
are  not  determined  one  way  or  other,  by  any  positive  law  of  God,  but  are 
left  wholly  as  things  lawful,  to  the  prudence  of  men  to  determine,  in  a 
way  agreeable  to  natural  light,  and  the  general  rules  of  the  word  of  God. 
In  which  sense  I assert  any  particular  form  of  government,  agreed  on  by 
the  governors  of  the  Church,  consonant  to,  the  general  rules  of  Scripture, 
to  be  by  divine  right,  i.  e.  God  by  his  own  laws  hath  given  man  a power 
and  liberty  to  determine  the  particular  form  of  Church  government  among 
themselves.” — Stilling fleet' s Iren,  p.  41. 

“ Nothing  is  founded  upon  a divine  right,  nor  can  bind  Christians  di- 
rectly or  consequentially  as  a positive  law,  but  what  may  be  certainly 
known  to  have  come  from  God,  with  an  intention  to  oblige  believers  to  the 
world’s  end.  For  either  we  must  say  it  binds  Christians  as  a law  when 
God  did  not  intend  it  should ; or  else  God’s  intentions  to  bind  all  believers 
by  it,  must  be  clearly  manifested.” — lb.  p.  45. 

“ But  any  one  particular  form  of  government,  in  the  Church,  is  neither 
expressed  in  any  direct  terms  by  Christ,  nor  can  be  deduced  by  just  con- 
sequence ; therefore,  no  such  form  of  government  is  instituted  by  Christ. 
If  there  be  any  such  law,  it  must  be  produced,  whereby  it  is  determined  in 
Scripture,  either  that  there  must  be  superiority  or  equality  among  Church 
officers,  as  such,  after  the  Apostles’  decease.” — lb.  p.  208. 

I might  cite  pages  from  Stillingfleet  of  similar  character  to 
the  above,  but  these  are  sufficient.  Bishop  White  held  the 
same  sentiments  and  quotes  from  him,  to  give  greater  force  to 
his  views.  But  High  Churchmen  reply,  Stillingfleet  afterward 
recanted,  and  renounced  his  book.  To  this  Bishop  White  re- 
plies— “ the  book  was,  it  seems,  easier  retracted * than  refuted  ; 
for  though  offensive  to  many  of  both  parties,  it  was  managed, 
says  Burnet,  with  so  much  learning  and  skill,  that  none  of 
either  side  ever  undertook  to  answer  it.” — See  Bishop  White's 
pamphlet , p.  22. 

5.  That  the  confusion  and  darkness  that  have  prevailed  over 
the  whole  Christian  world,  for  hundreds  of  years  together,  since 
the  days  of  the  Apostles,  render  it  impossible  to  trace  the  per- 
sonal succession  of  Bishops  up  to  their  times.  The  lists  that 
are  furnished,  if  such  men  lived  in  the  places  named,  were  no 
more,  than  the  pastors  of  Churches.!  No  man  on  earth  can 
prove  that  they  were  ordained  three  times,  and  till  this  is  proved, 

*To  stay  the  popularity  of  his  book,  and  stop  the  mouth  of  such  a giant 
as  Stillingfleet,  they  made  a Bishop  of  him ; as  it  is  said  the  King  once 
proposed  to  do  for  Mr.  Wesley,  when  his  course  was  complained  of. 

j-  “ As  for  the  pretended  catalogues  of  Bishops  of  the  different  Churches 
from  the  days  of  the  Apostles,  exhibited  hy  some  ecclesiastical  writers, 
they  are  filled  up  by  forgeries,  and  inventions  of  later  times.” — Watson’s 
Inst.  p.  329. 
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such  lists  avail  nothing  to  the  argument  for  Episcopal  svc  ses- 
sion. The  fact  that  succession  was  appealed  to  in  opposition 
to  heretics,  by  Jerome,  is  no  proof  in  point.  To  sustain  High 
Church  doctrine,  to  the  rejection  of  Presbylerial  ordination,  it 
must  not  only  be  shown  that  Julius  succeeded  Verrus,  but 
that  both  were  consecrated  three  several  times,  and  who  it  was 
ivho  consecrated  them,  that  we  may  know  whether  they  had 
the  power  to  consecrate.  This,  Mr.  M.  has  not  done,'  there- 
fore, his  confidence  in  the  Espiscopal  power  of  his  list  of 
Bishops,  is  rather  an  evidence  of  his  credulity,  than  the  truth 
of  his  doctrine.  Morever,  he  finds  much  fault  with  me  for  not 
giving  reference ; and,  strange  to  say,  he  has  left  the  impression 
on  his  readers,  that  he  invented  the  whole  list  himself,  as  he 
has  not  referred  to  a single  historian  to  prove  that  either  of  the 
men  whom  he  names  ever  had  an  existence.  As  he  is  a suc- 
cessor, perhaps,  it  was  a matter  of  pure  revelation  to  himself, 
and  humility  prevented  his  naming  it.  That  many  of  the  an- 
cient Churches  preserved  lists  of  their  pastors,  calling  them 
successors,  is  no  more  than  natural  to  suppose.  Take  the 
oldest  Church  in  this  place,  for  an  example,  and  you  will,  doubt- 
less, find  among  its  papers  a list  of  pastors  for  some  hundred 
years.  These  are  called  successors,  in  precisely  the  same 
sense  in  which  Jerome  and  the  ancients  speak  of  them.  They 
called  them  Bishops  because  they  were  superintendents  of  flocks. 
But  this  certainly  is  no  proof  that  they  were  all  consecrated 
three  times,  or  that  they  were  Bishops  in  the  High  Church 
sense  of  the  term. 

And  Mr.  M.  contradicts  his  whole  theory,  by  admitting  that 
I am  right.  Hear  him  : ‘‘The  term  Bishop  is  a translation  of 
the  Greek  word  Episcopas,  which  signifies  overseer,  or  super- 
intendent. As  the  pastor  of  a congregation  was  generally, 
though  not  invariably,  a man  somewhat  advanced  in  life,  he 
was  called  an  Elder;  and  as  one  having  the  superintendence  of 
a flock,  he  was  ealled  a Bishop,  or  overseer.  These  terms, 
then,  as  the  reader  may  infer  from  their  meaning,  were  not  in- 
vented in  the  days  of  the  New  Testament  writers,  and  applied 
exclusively  to  the  office  of  the  ministry.  *******  Time  and 
long  usage  are  generally  necessary  to  give  words  a distinct  and 
fixed  meaning  in  a system.  Accordingly,  the  terms  applied  in 
the  New  Testament,  to  the  various  orders  of  the  ministry,  were 
not  then  fully  settled.  *****  That  a change  has  occurred  no 
one  will  dispute.  According  to  Mr.  A.  the  terms  Bishop  and 
Presbyter,  in  the  New  Testament,  are  applied  to  the  same 
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office  ; but  every  one  knows  that  they  are  not  now  used  indis- 
criminately, either  bv  us  or  our  non-Episcopal  brethren.” — pp. 
18-19. 

When  I read  this  I was  disposed  to  make  no  reply  whatever, 
as  the  points  at  issue  are  here  fully  surrendered.  It  is  here 
admitted,  that  Episcopacy  is  not  now  what  it  was  with  the 
Apostles.  That  the  doctrine  for  which  Mr.  M.  and  High 
Churchmen  contend,  cannot  be  sustained  by  reference  to  Scrip- 
ture or  Apostolic  practice.  No  language  can  more  plainly 
concede  all  we  demand.  If  it  be  a corruption  of  later  times, 
why  call  it  Apostolic,  since  the  Apostles  confessedly  had  nothing 
to  do  with  it  ? We  admit  Episcopacy  in  the  sense  Mr.  M.  here 
admits  it  himself.  He  that  has  charge  of  a flock  is  a Scriptural 
Bishop — Mr.  M.  being  the  judge.  If  he,  or  the  man  who 
writes  for  him,  deigns  another  reply,  he  will,  no  doubt,  twist 
like  an  eel  to  get  out  of  this  comer,  in  which  he  has  placed 
himself. 

But  he  says  I labor  under  a mistake,  in  supposing  that  the 
succession  comes  through  the  Popes.  “ That  it  was  not  cus- 
tomary at  all  for  Popes  to  consecrate;  besides  it  could  not  have 
been  done  without  the  assistance  of  two  other  Bishops — as  this 
was  required  by  a canon  of  the  Council  of  Nice.”  But  has 
Mr.  M.  proved  that  Rome  obeyed  that  Council  strictly?  It  is 
well  known  they  did  not.  They  cared  no  more  for  canons, 
than  Napoleon’s  men.  Nor  can  he  prove  that  three  Bishops 
were  employed  in  consecration,  save  in  a very  few  instances, 
and  these  in  quite  modern  times.  His  calculations,  made  on  the 
principle  of  three  Bishops  always  being  concerned  in  the  ordina- 
tion of  each,  is  amusing,  and,  if  carried  out,  would  cover  every 
foot  of  this  earth  with  Bishops,  crowded  like  herrings  in  a box, 
long  before  we  reach  the  Council  of  Nice.  The  first  requires 
3,  the  second  9,  the  third  27,  the  fourth  81,  the  fifth  243,  the 
sixth  729,  the  seventh  2,187,  the  eighth  6,561,  the  ninth 
19,683,  the  tenth  99,049,  the  eleventh  177,149,  the  twelfth 
531,441,  the  thirteenth  1,594,323;  the  fourteenth  Bishop,  on 
the  principle  of  Mr.  M.  would  have  concerned  in  his  ordination 
no  less  a number  than  4,782,969  Bishops.  Now,  on  the  cal- 
culation of  Mr.  M.,  that  there  has  been  no  less  than  one  hun- 
dred and  nineteen  Bishops  in  the  catalogue,  and  it  requiring  three 
to  ordain  each  one,  any  one  can  see  that  the  earth’s  surface 
would  not  contain  the  Bishops  which  he  supposes  to  have 
existed.  After  this  wonderful  calculation,  made  on  page  69,  he 
exclaims,  in  triumph,  “ how  utterly  impossible,  then,  that  there 
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■ could  have  been  such  a break  as  to  destroy  the  whole.” — 
Really  I do  not  marvel  that  he  can  believe  every  thing  else, 
when  he  has  the  strong  faith  evinced  in  this  paragraph.  He  is 
far  beyond  cure,  as  his  faith  is  too  lofty  to  reach. 

But  have  I indeed  fallen  into  the  common  error  of  supposing 
that  the  Popes  ordained  Bishops.  I assert  they  did,  and  he 
denies  it-— let  us  see  how  the  case  stands.  “Our  proof  shall 
be  taken  from  Bishop  Godwin’s  Lives  of  the  English  Bishops. 
I use  the  edition  of  1743,  revised  and  corrected  by  Dr.  Richard- 
son, Master  of  Emanuel  College,  Cambridge,  and  Canon  of 
Lincoln  Cathedral.” 


Canterbury. 

Where  and  by  whom  or- 

Years of  Pages 

A.D.  Names  of  Bishops 

dained. 

Episco- 

in  God- 

4  Arch-Bishops. 

pacy. 

win . 

668  Theodore. 

Rome,  Pope  Vitalian. 

22 

41 

735  Northelm. 

Rome,  Pope  Gregory  III. 

5 

44 

763  Lambert. 

Rome,  Pope  Paul  I. 

27 

46 

89 1 Phlegmund. 

Rome,  Pope  F ormosus. 

26 

48 

1174  Richard. 

Anagni,  Pope  Alexander  III. 
Viterbo,  Pope  Innocent  III. 

9 

78 

1207  Stephen  Langton. 

22 

86 

1245  Boniface. 

Lyons,  Pope  Innocent  IV. 

26 

92 

1278  John  Peckham.* 

Pope  Nicholas  III. 

13 

97 

1414  Henry  Chickley. 

Sienna,  Pope  Gregory  XII. 

29 

125 

Now,  I desire  to  call  the  attention  of  the  reader  to  what  Mr. 
M.  says  of  Mr.  Powel,  from  whom  I have  selected  this  ex- 
tract : ‘ 4 Mr.  A.  pretends  to  refute  prelatical  succession,  and 
what  are  the  proofs!  The  assertion  of  a Methodist  preacher.” 
And  suppose  they  were  the  assertions  of  a Methodist  preacher. 


* Platina  says  that  Pope  Nicholas  III.,  to  enrich  his  relations,  robbed 
others . “He  took  away,  by  violence,  the  castles  of  certain  noble  Ro- 
mans, and  gave  them  to  his  own  relatives.”  This  robber  ordained  Peck- 
ham,  Arch-Bishop  of  Canterbury.  Bishop  Godwin  says,  that  “Peck- 
ham  had  hardly  arrived  in  England,  when  the  Pope,  his  creator,  (for  so 
he  was  pleased  to  call  him,)  required  a large  sum  of  money  from  him, 
viz  : four -thousand  marks.  It  will  not  be  uninteresting  to  hear  his  answer. 
‘Behold,’  says  he,  ‘ thou  hast  created  me,  and,  for  as  much  as  it  is  natural 
for  a creature  to  desire  to  be  perfected  by  his  creator,  so,  in  my  distresses, 
I desire  to  be  refreshed  by  your  holiness.  Truly,  a writ  of  execution, 
horrible  to  be  seen,  and  terrible  to  be  heafd,  has  lately  reached  me,  de- 
claring, that  except  I answer  to  it  within  a month  after  the  feast  of  St. 
Michael,  by  paying  into  the  hands  of  the  merchants  of  Lucca,  the  sum 
of  four  thousand  marks,  according  to  my  bargain  with  the  Court  of 
Rome,  I am  then  to  be  excommunicated,  and  am  to  bo  cursed  in  my  own 
and  other  principal  Churches,  with  Beil,  Book  and  Candles.’  ”■ — Puivcl 
on  Succession,  p.  345. 
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Are  not  Methodist  preachers  as  reputed  for  truth  as  Protestant 
Episcopal  preachers  ? This  sneer  at  the  supposed  falsehoods 
of  Methodist  preachers,  illy  becomes  a man  of  Mr.  Major’s 
years.  But  this  is  not  all.  He  has  his  information  from  Mr. 
Coleman,  editor  of  the  Banner  of  the  Cross  ; a man  who  essay- 
ed to  be  a Methodist  preacher,  more  than  once,  but  could  not 
succeed,  because  he  was  not  approved.  I believe  he  then  tried 
another  denomination,  but  did  not  succeed  there.  At  last  he 
offered  himself  to  the  Protestant  Episcopalians,  and  there  was 
joyfully  received.  What  others  refused,  they  accepted.  The 
assertions  of  this  man,  without  a shadow  of  proof,  are  adopted 
by  Mr.  M.  as  Gospel  verities.  And  the  editor  of  the  Banner 
takes  it  from  a newspaper  called  ‘‘The  Church,”  and  he  again 
takes  it  from  the  bare  assertions  of  a Mr.  Stopford  of  Ireland. 
Mr.  Powel  has  replied  to  this  said  Mr.  Stopford,  as  well  as 
Mr.  Percival,  who  had  picked  at  his  unanswerable  book.  Mr. 
Stopford  says  Mr.  Powel  falsifies.  Powel  had  quoted  Tertul- 
lian,  as  saying  that  “approved  Elders  or  Presbyters  preside 
among  us.”  Stopford  says:  “The  assertion  that  Presbyters 
(i.  e.  that  particular  class)  preside  is  not  in  Tertullian  at  all — 
it  is  a falsification  of  Mr.  Powel’s.”  When  the  very  words  of 
Tertullian  are,  as  I am  informed  by  one  who  has  examined  the 
passage  carefully,  “ President  probuti  quique  seniores ,” — 
“ Certain  approved  Elders  preside.”  And  Stopford  says  he 
does  not  “ think  Tertullian  meant  Presbyters  of  a particular 
class  ! !”  This  is  only  one  specimen  in  which  Stopford  has 
convicted  Powel  of  falsehood.  He  will  have  to  try  again.  In 
a similar  way  has  Mr.  M.  reviewed  my  pamphlet.  We  defy 
the  world  to  answer  Powel,  or  convict  him  of  falsehood.  Now 
let  Mr.  M.,  or  the  man  who  writes  for  him,  try  his  own  hand.t 

j-To  Mr.  Powel: — “ I have  read  your  Essay  with  sincere  admiration, 
both  of  the  spirit  of  cautious  research  with  which  you  have  collected  its 
materials,  and  of  the  beautiful  spirit  of  love  and  candor  which  pervades 
the  entire  work.” — Olinthus  Gregory,  L.L.  D. 

“I  cannot  too  strongly  recommend  the  masterly  work  of  Mr.  Powel, 
on  Apostolical  succession.” — Rev.  John  Angel  James. 

“ Mr.  Powel  has  produced  a work  of  substantial  and  permanent  value. 
The  fiction  of  the  Apostolical  succession,  in  the  High  Church  sense  of 
that  phrase,  he  has  satisfactorily  exploded,  and  shivered  the  brittle  chain 
into  a thousand  fragments.  We  think  Mr.  Powel’s  most  seasonable  book 
calculated  to  make  a very  great  impression  by  its  learniug,  cogent  argu- 
ment, and  fearless  advocacy  of  the  truth.” — Watchman. 

“To  call  him  by  this  odious  name  (a  political  dissenter)  would  be 
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Let  the  reader  notice  the  above  quotation  from  Bishop  God- 
win, as  to  who  ordained  British  Bishops.  If  it  is  false  it  comes 
from  one  of  the  British  Bishops  themselves.  But  this  is  not 
half  that  I could  produce  from  the  same  author.  Those  Bishops 
were  found  in  Mr.  Major’s  list,  and  I thought  the  specimen 
quite  sufficient.  Mr.  M.  and  all  his  brethren  are  welcome  to 
their  ordination  through  such  a sink  of  corruption.  Here  is  one 
case  in  which  an  Arch-Bishop  of  Canterbury  agreed  to  pay  the 
Court  of  Rome  four  thousand  marks,  for  the  Bishopric,  and 
would  have  been  excommunicated  had  he  not  paid  it.  I have 
no  doubt  that  he  who  collected  Mr.  M.’s  notable  list,  took  it 
from  Godwin,  as  the  dates  of  ordination  are  identical.  If  others 
were  associated  with  the  Pope  in  these  ordinations,  why  does 
Bishop  Peckham  call  the  Pope  “ his  creator?"  If  I am  called 
out  again  on  this  question  by  persecution  from  High  Church- 
men, I will  furnish  a list  of  circumstances  and  facts,  that  will 
astound  and  make  the  ears  of  all  who  hear  it  tingle.  The  de- 
bauchery and  drunkenness  of  some  of  these  pretended  succes- 
sion Bishops,  is  almost  too  awful  to  name. 

6.  We  object  to  the  doctrine  of  High  Churchmen  again,  be- 
cause it  prevents  the  unity,  peace  and  concord  of  the  great 
family  of  true  believers  in  Christ.  Mr.  M.  pleads  for  his  doc- 
trine as  a means  of  unity,  and  then  shows  that  there  are  various 
classes  of  Methodists,  and  other  societies,  as  the  great  evils 
resulting  from  our  not  believing  in  what  we  know  to  be  false. 
But  had  I room,  I would  show  that  all  these  are  actually  nearer 
to  each  other,  and  indulge  a fonder  fellowship  of  feeling  toward 
one  another,  than  do  the  members  of  either  the  English  Church 
or  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church,  for  their  brethren  using 
the  same  liturgy. 

“In  the  English  Church,  we  shall  hardly  find  ten  or  twenty  neigh- 
boring clergymen  who  agree  together,  and  that  not  in  the  non-essentials 
of  religion,  but  as  to  what  are  its  elementary  and  necessary  doctrines  ; or 
as  to  the  fact,  whether  there  are  any  necessary  doctrines  at  all — any  dis- 
tinct and  definite  faith,  required  for  salvation.  * * * * In  the  English 
Church  itself  may  be  found  differences,  as  great  as  those  winch  separate 
it  from  the  Church  of  Rome." — Newman's  Lectures  on  the  Prophetical 
Office,  pp.  394,  300. 

John  Wesley  and  John  Newton  were  both  Presbyters  of  the 
Church  of  England,  yet  the  latter  believed  what  the  former 

more  easy  than  to  answer  his  book,  which  the  Apostolicals  are  bound  in 
honor  and  conscience  to  attempt.  To  grapple  fairly  with  his  arguments, 
would  take  the  whole  coterie  seven  years.” — Eclectic  Review. 
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considered  as  blasphemy.  Calvinists  of  the  strongest  class,  and 
the  rankest  Pelagians,  both  eat  the  bread  of  that  Church.  Dr. 
Pusey  and  Dr.  Hook,  with  their  exalted  views  of  the  Church 
and  sacraments,  and  Arch-Bishop  Whately,  with  whose  views 
Methodists  agree,  are  all  members  of  the  same  Church.  Like 
Rome,  it  is  a perfect  Babel,  containing  every  extreme  of  reli- 
gious notions  believed  on  earth. 

Witness  the  unity,  or  rather  discord,  in  the  Protestant  Episco- 
pal Church  in  this  country  also.  What  continual  strifes,  bick- 
erings, publications  and  counter-publications  on  the  subject  of 
Church  order,  the  sacraments,  and  power  of  the  ministry. — 
The  whole  Church  is  divided  into  two  schools,  the  high  and 
the  low.  Which  has  the  majority  in  the  entire  Church,  per- 
haps it  would  be  difficult  to  tell.  All  have  heard  of  the  recent 
difficulties  in  the  Diocese  of  New  York,  caused  by  the  ordina- 
tion of  a young  man  who  did  not  know  which  was  the  purer 
Church,  the  Roman  Catholic  or  Protestant  Episcopal.  The 
same  or  similar  troubles  exist  all  over  the  country.  The  rector 
of  one  Church  preaches  little  else  than  “the  Church”  and  its 
ministry,  while  the  people  are  starving  for  the  bread  of  life. 
The  minister  of  another  draws  his  sword  in  favor  of  Gospel 
truth  and  salvation  by  faith.  The  Bishop  of  Ohio  is  the  direct 
antipodes  of  the  one  in  New  Jersey. 

How  little  of  the  unity  of  which  Mr.  M.  boasts,  is  to  be 
found  in  the  Church  of  which  he  is  a minister.  I say  not  this 
because  I love  to  dwell  on  the  difficulties  with  which  a sister 
Church  is  afflicted,  but  to  show  that  no  form  of  Church  gov- 
ernment is  a bar  against  external  divisions,  and  internal  discord. 
Love  only  can  unite  men  together;  and  if  Mr.  M.,  and  Protest- 
ant Episcopal  ministers  generally,  would  drop  the  cudgel  they 
have  raised  against  all  other  denominations,  and  preach  Christ, 
instead  of  the  personal  succession  of  ordination,  peace  would 
prevail  to  a much  greater  extent,  and  one  bone  of  contention, 
at  least,  would  be  taken  away.  This  same  succession  scheme, 
and  the  Divine  right  of  Bishops,  to  lord  it  over  God’s  heritage, 
has  caused  more  wars  and  blood  than  all  other  matters  of  con- 
tention taken  together.  If  succession  produces  unity,  why  are 
the  Greek,  Roman  and  Anglican  Churches  so  widely  separa- 
ted ? These  Churches  have,  for  centuries,  been  in  a state  of 
deadly  hostility  and  schism.  When  these  boasters  have  purg- 
ed their  own  Church,  they  may  read  homilies  to  other  people 
on  the  evils  of  schism. 

7.  We  object  to  the  High  Church  scheme,  because  it  repre- 
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sents  the  Divine  Being  as  wanting  in  wisdom.  It  was  a mark 
of  wisdom  in  Napoleon,  that  he  selected  the  best  men  for  offi- 
cers. Lockhart  somewhere  says,  that  “if  a man  was  ever 
inspired  in  selecting  officers,  Napoleon  was  the  man,  as  his 
selections  were  always  judicious.’*  I quote  from  memory. 
But  how  stands  the  case  with  the  wise  Ruler  of  the  Universe  1 
On  the  principle  contended  for  by  our  opponents,  He  is  made 
to  appoint  the  very  poorest,  weakest  and  least  influential  men 
in  the  “sacramental  host,”  as  his  ministers  and  officers.  Men 
altogether  incapable  of  managing  any  ordinary  business  with 
success,  for  want  of  natural  abilities.  And  to  reject  and  refuse 
to  acknowledge  or  bless  the  labors  of  men  such  as  John  Claude, 
James  Saurin,  Richard  Baxter,  John  Howe  and  William  Bates. 
To  say  to  Isaac  Watts,  Philip  Doddrige,  David  Brainard,  John 
Elliot,  Jonathan  Edwards,  Frederick  Swarts,  William  Carey, 
Robert  Hall,  Thomas  Chalmers,  Dr.  Dwight,  Adam  Clark, 
Jabez  Bunting,  Francis  Asbury,  and  thousands  of  the  greatest 
lights  of  the  world,  I have  never  called  you  into  the  ministry, 
ye  are  intruders  into  the  sacred  office,  and  all  your  labors  are 
without  my  sanction. 

If  the  official  acts  of  Methodist  ministers  are  invalid,  so  are 
all  those  of  the  above  list.  We  are  quite  willing  to  be  in  such 
company.  How  can  be  seen  the  wisdom  of  God  in  rejecting  all 
these,  and  approving  both  the  weakest  and  vilest  of  men,  as 
Mr.  M.  attempts  to  prove  ? But,  let  us  come  closer  home, 
and  apply  High  Church  principles  to  the  circumstances  of  our 
own  borough.  According  to  Mr.  M.  there  are  but  two  minis- 
ters, Divinely  appointed,  in  Harrisburg — himself  and  the  Romish 
Priest.  The  first  having  some  fifty  or  sixty  hearers,  and  the 
second  perhaps  a few  more ; while  the  other  Churches  are 
large  and  numerously  attended.  If  God  is  with  the  first  two, 
and  not  the  others,  why  does  the  wisdom  of  the  Founder  of  the 
Church  allow  the  gates  of  error,  and  human  council,  to  prevail 
against  his  own  arrangements  ? There  must  be  mistake  some- 
where. Either  these  men  are  not  called  of  God,  and  the  others 
are,  or  the  latter  possess  a tremendous  power  of  imposing  upon 
the  people  and  thwarting  the  cherished  plans  of  Jehovah  for  the 
unity  of  His  Church.  Even  in  the  last  alternative,  is  it  not  a 
little  marvellous,  that  God  did  not  select  those  who  confessedly 
have  so  much  power  with  the  multitude  ? As  they,  with  the 
superadded  aids  of  grace,  the  call  of  God,  and  the  charm  con- 
veyed by  the  hands  of  Apostolic  successors,  might  have  been 
vastly  more  useful  than  they  now  are.  If  High  Churchmen 
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are  right,  and  all  others  wrong,  how  is  it  that  Divine  Providence 
suffers  matters  to  continue  as  they  do,  and  have  done  for  so 
long  a time?  Even  Mr.  M.  will  not  deny  but  that  God  can 
change  the  present  state  of  things,  if  he  so  please.  Why,  then, 
is  it  not  done?  The  breach  is  widening  every  day  between 
successionists  and  those  who  differ  from  them.  Mr.  M.  inti- 
mates that  all  the  people  want,  is  light,  and  then  all  will  come 
back  to  the  Puseytte  party.  But  it  was  light  that  broke  the 
unity  of  the  Romish  Church,  whose  principal  cement  was 
darkness  and  ignorance — not  love.  How  can  light  produce 
opposite  results?  We  say,  give  the  people  light,  the  more  the 
better ; it  is  darkness  and  ignorance  alone  that  can  aid  the  pro- 
gress of  Mr.  M.’s  principles,  if  the  history  of  the  past  be  a 
criterion  on  which  to  form  our  opinions.  All  were  united  under 
one  head,  before  the  light  of  Gospel  truth  had  spread  among 
the  people,  but  since  the  Bible  and  the  light  of  science  has  be- 
come common  property,  a mighty  change  has  certainly  occurred. 
Whether  for  the  better  or  not,  will  be  judged  of  variously.  All, 
however,  save  High  Churchmen  and  Romanists,  seem  rejoiced 
at  the  altered  circumstances  of  society. 

8.  We  object,  that  High  Church  claims  make  it  necessary 
to  suppose,  in  order  to  keep  up  an  unbroken  succession,  that 
the  very  worst  of  men — men  whose  crimes  were  worse  than 
Sodom  ever  knew — have  been  divinely  appointed  to  the  sacred 
office  of  the  ministry.  Men  who  have  been  a disgrace  to  hu- 
man nature,  to  say  nothing  of  the  sacred  office.  This  is  a 
most  galling  objection,  which  Mr.  M.  says  “is  easily  refuted.” 
But  how  does  he  do  it?  He  has  a method,  it  is  true,  but  it  is 
one  so  awful,  as  to  fill  all,  save  High  Churchmen,  with  pro* 
found  astonishment.  Hear  him  : 

“ Was  not  Balaam  a wicked  man,  and  yet  he  was  a true  prophet.  * * * * 
David  and  Solomon  were  both  wicked  men,  and  yet  their  compositions 
form  a portion  of  the  inspired  canon.  Were  not  many  of  the  High 
Priests  wicked  men — and  did  they  not  often  obtain  the  office  by  simony  ? 
Yet  they  transmitted  the  succession  of  the  Levitical  Priesthood  to  the  days 
of  the  Saviour.  Once  more;  was  not  Judas  a wicked  man?  And  yet 
he  was  a duly  and  fully  commissioned  Apostle.  Like  the  other  Apostles, 
he  preached  the  Gospel,  performed  miracles  and  did  other  things  as  a 
Minister  of  Christ,  nor  was  his  place  supplied  until  his  death.  * * * Sure- 
ly the  same  could  have  been  done  in  any  subsequent  age.” — p.  68. 

Here  we  have  a specimen  of  his  method  of  refuting  our  ob- 
jection. I will  defy  the  learned  world  to  find  a doctrine  worse 
than  this,  in  Bellarmine,  St.  Ligori,  oreven  in  the  worstschool  of 
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infidelity — one  more  subversive  of  all  morality.  * I am  struck 
with  horror  to  find  a professed  minister  of  Jesus  Christ,  who,  to 
maintain  a favorite  theory,  lends  himself  to  the  opposers  of  a 
pure  and  holy  religion,  by  striving  to  bring  it  into  contempt. 
To  teach,  that  the  writers  of  the  “ Sacred  Canon”  were  pro- 
fane and  wicked  men,  at  the  time  of  their  penning  the  lively 
oracles  of  God,  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  most  effectual  way  of 
throwing  contempt  on  the  compositions  themselves. 

Whatever  Balaam  wras  once,  his  history  shows  clearly,  that 
he  fell  by  the  love  and  desire  of  reward.  “Wo  unto  them, 
for  they  have  gone  in  the  way  of  Cain,  and  ran  greedily  after 
the  error  of  Balaam  for  reward.” — Jude , v.  11.  Here  his 
error  is  said  to  be  the  love  of  reward.  But,  St.  Peter  is  still 
more  explicit,  as  to  his  case  and  character.  “Cursed  children, 
which  have  forsaken  the  right  way,  and  have  gone  astray, 
following  the  way  of  Balaam  the  son  of  Bozor,  wrho  loved  the 
wages  of  unrighteousness  ; but  was  rebuked  for  his  iniquity  ; 
the  dumb  ass  speaking  with  man’s  voice,  forbade  the  madness 
of  the  prophet.  These  are  wells  without  water,  clouds  that 
are  carried  with  a tempest,  to  whom  the  mist  of  darkness  is 
reserved  forever.  ” — 2 Peter,  ii.  15,  17. 

Surely  it  is  not  necessary  after  this,  to  prove  that  Balaam 
was  not  a true  prophet  of  God,  after  he  had  “forsaken  the 
right  way,”  and  is  described  as  being  in  a state  of  “madness.” 

He  next  asserts  that  “ David  and  Solomon,  were  both  wick- 
ed  men,  and  yet  their  compositions  form  a portion  of  the  in- 
spired canon.  ” Worse  and  worse.  That  their  writings  “form 
a portion  of  the  inspired  canon”  none  will  dispute  ; but  that 
they  were  wucked  men  at  the  time  they  wrote  these  composi- 
tions, I unhesitatingly  deny  and  demand  the  proof.  Yet  this 
is  the  sense  in  which  the  Rector  of  St.  Stephen’s  is  to  be  un- 
derstood. We  are  taught  by  one  much  his  superior,  to  believe 
that  “ holy  men  of  God  spake  as  they  were  moved  by  the 


* This  plea  for  wicked  ministers  must  be  fearfully  disastrous  to  the 
morals  of  the  laity  as  well  as  the  clergy.  If  God  has  promised  to  be  with 
the  latter,  whatever  be  their  conduct,  and  however  deplorable  their  vices, 
surely,  as  he  is  no  respecter  of  persons,  he  will  not  abandon  the  laity,  who 
have  been  received  into  the  Church  in  a canonical  way,  though  they  be 
drunkards,  publicans  and  thieves.  And  the  soliloquy  of  the  staggering 
inebriate  was  just,  who,  when  returning  home  from  his  cups,  was  heard  to 
say  “ hie,  here  I am  drunk — hie,  it  is  too  bad  ; but  then  I am  quite  safe,  as 
I am  a member  of  the  “true  Church,"  made  such  by  a succession 
Bishop,  and  God  never  forsakes  such.” 
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Holy  Ghost.  ”— 2 Peter,  i.  21.  I wonder  if  either  the  son  or 
grandson  of  Jesse,  was  among  them.  According  to  Mr.  M. 
they  were  not ; but  St.  Peter  most  certainly  includes  them. 
The  reader  can  judge  which  is  right.  That  both  David  and 
Solomon,  were  like  other  men,  liable  to  err  through  the  force  of 
temptation,  is  not  denied.  But,  that  the  former  repented,  and 
obtained  forgiveness,  is  clearly  seen  in  his  history.  And  that 
the  latter  wrote  his  wise  sayings  in  full  view  of  his  former  fol- 
lies, after  having  repented,  and  been  fully  pardoned  and  insta- 
ted in  the  Divine  favor,  must  be  manifest  to  all,  in  the  writings 
themselves. 

He  next  inquires,  “ Were  not  the  Jewish  High  Priests  wick- 
ed men,  and  did  they  not  often  obtain  the  office  by  simony," 
&c.  And  in  turn,  I might  ask  also  what  the  Saviour  has  said 
concerning  them:  “Ye  blind  guides,” — “If  the  blind  lead 
the  blind,  both  shall  fall  into  the  ditch.”  Was  this  admitting, 
they  were  sent  of  God,  and  that  their  teaching  and  acts  were 
valid,  because  they  boasted  of  being  successors  of  good  men  ? 
They  had  corrupted  the  fountain  of  truth,  and  rendered  the 
law  of  God  of  none  effect  by  urging  the  traditions  of  the  Fathers. 
Just  as  many  modern  High  Churchmen  have  done,  and  do  still. 
But  they  “ obtained  the  office  by  simony .”  The  italicising  is 
his,  and  he  evidently  means  by  it  to  say — nay  he  Says  in  so  many 
words — “ surely  the  same  could  have  been  done  in  any  sub- 
sequent age.”  Simony,  then,  according  to  Mr.  M.  is  a valid 
way  of  obtaining  ministerial  power  and  office.  That  he  who 
has  made  his  way  to  the  mitre  by  simony,  or  any  other  mal- 
practice, is  a valid  Bishop  ; and  all  whom  he  ordains  are  there- 
fore true  successors  of  the  Apostles.  Would  Simon  Magus 
have  been  a valid  Bishop,  had  Peter  taken  his  money,  and 
given  him  the  power  he  desired,  wrhen  he  was  “ in  the  gall  of 
bitterness  and  bond  of  iniquity.”  Here  St.  Peter  and  Mr.  M. 
differ  again,  as  the  Apostle  evidently  thought  the  gift  of  God 
could  not  “ be  purchased  with  money;”  but  Mr.  M.  fully  be* 
lieves  it  can.  With  him  it  seems  a very  small  matter  for  a suc- 
cessor to  differ  from  art  Apostle ; therefore,  if  he  replies,  he  will 
most  probably  say  the  argument  is  “ wholly  irrelevant ,”  the 
way  in  which  he  has  met  many  more  of  my  arguments,  which 
evidently  perplexed  him. 

This  defence  of  obtaining  office  by  simony  is  High  Church* 
ism  with  a vengeance.  A doctrine  that  would  be  spurned  most 
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scornfully  from  political  society, g is  baptized  and  received  into 
“the  Church,”  as  being  according  to  godliness.  If  it  ever 
did  occur  among  Jewish  High  Priests,  God  never  sanctioned  it 
in  a single  instance.  And  for  a Christian  Minister,  now  to  urge 
it  as  an  example  in  justification  of  the  character  of  confessedly 
bad  men,  can  surely  do  his  cause  no  good.  When  Jewish 
Priests  forsook  God,  he  forsook  them,  and  put  others  in  their 
places,  as  is  evidenced  in  the  case  of  Eli  and  his  sons  : “ They 
build  up  Zion  with  blood,  and  Jerusalem  with  iniquity.  The 
heads  thereof  judge  for  reward,  and  the  Priests  thereof  teach 
for  hire,  and  the  Prophets  thereof  divine  for  money.  Yet  will 
they  lean  upon  the  Lord,  and  say,  is  not  the  Lord  among  us  ; 
none  evil  can  come  upon  us.  Therefore,  shall  Zion,  for  your 
sake,  be  ploughed  as  a field.” — Micah , hi.  10,  12. 

But  Mr.  M.  proceeds — “Was  not  Judas  a wicked  man,  and 
yet  he  was  a duly  and  fully  commissioned  Apostle?  Like  the 
other  Apostles,  he  preached  the  Gospel,  performed  miracles, 
and  did  other  things  as  a minister  of  Christ,  nor  was  his  place 
supplied  until  his  death.  * # * * * It  is  recorded,  that  he  was  a 
thief  while  an  Apostle.” 

The  pious  reader  will  here  stop,  stare  and  inquire,  what  next? 
I frankly  reply,  I cannot  tell.  This  is  strange  Divinity  from  an 
Apostolic  successor.  It  is  said,  “Judas  was  a duly  and  fully 
commissioned  Apostle,”  but  not  a Avord  of  proof  is  furnished. 
Here  Mr.  M.  differs  again  from  St.  Peter,  “For  he  was  num- 
bered with  us,  and  had  obtained  part  of  this  ministry.” — Acts 
i.  17.  It  is  evident  that  he  had  not  been  “fully  commission- 
ed,” having  only  obtained  a part;  nor  was  he  with  the  other 
Apostles  when  they  obtained  their  commission,  recorded  in 
Mat.  xxviii.  19.,  or  that  given  in  Markxxx.  15.  And  it  would 
be  difficult  for  Mr.  M.  to  show  that  any  commission  to  preach 
to  all  mankind  was  ever  furnished  to  Judas,  or  that  he  ever 
worked  miracles.  But  could  he  do  this,  it  would  avail  him 
nothing,  as  the  Apostles  were  none  of  them  fully  commissioned 
and  empowered  for  their  great  Avork,  until  after  the  day  of  Pen- 
tecost. “ But  ye  shall  receive  poAver  after  that  the  Holy  Ghost 
is  come  upon  you,”  &c. — Acts  i.  4-8.  Whatever  commission 

* “Should  the  facts  (proving  siinony)  upon  examination,  be  found  to 
be,  as  I have  strong  reason  to  think  they  are,  can  it  be,  that  a single  mem- 
ber of  the  Legislature  will  recognize  the  validity  of  an  election  thus  pro- 
cured 1 Let  it  be  known,  that  candidates  can  resort  to  such  means  to 
accomplish  their  purposes,  and  there  is  an  end  to  all  confidence  and  respect 
for  our  Legislatures.” — Gov.  Porter’6  Message,  1844. 
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they  received  prior  to  this,  it  is  evident  it  was  not  to  take  effect 
until  a certain  period,  and  then  Judas  was  dead  and  could  not 
have  received  that  power,  deemed  essential  to  an  Apostle. 

It  also  appears  from  this,  that  there  was  something  necessary 
besides  a bare  commission,  or  ordination,  if  it  please  better,  in  or- 
der to  their  being  fully  qualified  for  their  work.  The  Holy  Ghost 
must  rest  on  them.  But  this  seems  a small  matter  with  High 
Churchmen,  as  Mr.  M.  says — “so  ever  since,  it  is  the  com- 
mission that  empowers  a man  to  act  in  Christ’s  stead.  * * * * 
As  soon  as  he  is  validly  ordained,  he  is  a true  minister  of  the 
Church , just  as  Judas  was  a true  Apostle.”  We  have  seen 
that  Judas  was  not  a true  and  fully  empowered  Apostle.  How 
will  the  Rector  answer  this?  Why,  by  saying,  “it  is  all  irre- 
levant.” That  many  of  his  list  of  Bishops  are  in  the  Judas 
succession,  I admit ; but  not  being  empowered  by  the  Spirit  of 
God,  as  the  Apostles  were,  they  were  not  in  the  “Apostolic 
Succession.  ” 

But  he  also  says — “Judas  was  a thief  while  an  Apostle.” 
That  lie  was  numbered  with  the  disciples,  (learners  or  scholars,) 
and  in  a state  of  training  for  a certain  work,  I do  not  deny. — 
That  he  received  many  marks  of  friendship  from  Christ,  we 
have  no  occasion  to  dispute ; and  that  he  fell  from  his  standing 
by  “transgression,”  and  not  by  death,  is  asserted  most  clearly. 
Acts  i.  25.  Yet  Mr.  M.  intimates  that  he  fell  by  death,  as 
his  place  was  not  supplied  until  after  that  event.  Here  he  dif- 
fers again  from  St.  Peter.  I marvel  not,  that  he  refuses  to  trace 
his  orders  up  to  that  Apostle,  but  prefers  St.  John,  as  he  seems 
to  have  but  a very  little  liking  for  the  former  Apostle.  The 
history  not  only  tells  us  that  Judas  “fell  by  transgression,”  but 
clearly  shows  what  the  transgression  was — “ The  love  of 
money,” — the  love  of  which  has  ruined  more  Bishops  than 
the  Rector  has  named  in  his  notable  and  suppositious  catalogue. 
He  was  not  a thief  while  an  Apostle,  and  Mr.  M.  cannot  prove 
it.  When  he  was  so  called  he  had  lost  his  character,  both  as 
a friend  and  disciple  of  Christ.  That  he  performed  the  duties 
appropriate  to  an  Apostle,  after  he  was  so  denominated,  no 
man  on  earth  can  prove.  That  such  doctrine  as  Mr.  M.  teach- 
es here,  is  blasphemous  in  the  extreme,  and  must  necessarily 
minister  to  the  greater  depravity  of  mankind,  will  be  apparent 
to  the  reader. 

He  next  adduces  the  case  of  Peter — “ Was  he  not  guilty  of 
repeated  falsehoods  and  oaths,  and  yet  he  remained  an  Apostle, 
and  a most  distinguished  Apostle,  to  the  day  of  his  death.” — 
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I pray  that  the  Rev.  Rector  way  not  be  allowed  to  be  my  bio- 
grapher, should  I die  before  him.  He  has  treated  St.  Peter 
most  unfairly.  Taking  hold  of  one  offence,  committed  in  an 
hour  of  peculiar  temptation,  over  which  poor  Peter  mourned 
and  “wept  bitterly,”  and  for  which  he  received  a full  pardon, 
and  was  welcomed  again  to  the  favor  and  friendship  of  his 
grieved  Master,  he  casts  a dark  shade  over  his  whole  life. — 
Why  did  he  not  tell  the  whole  truth  ? His  bitter  repentance, 
as  well  as  his  guilty  fall?  Then  he  would  have  done  him 
justice.  But  does  Mr.  M.  believe  that  Peter  would  have  con- 
tinued an  Apostle,  had  he  continued  to  curse,  swear  and  deny 
his  Master?  Such  cases  may  prove  the  frailty  of  human  na- 
ture, under  pressing  circumstances.  But  to  make  them  prece- 
dents, under  the  sanction  of  which,  to  plead  for  the  validity  of 
the  acts  of  drunken  and  infidel  Bishops,  is  monstrous. 

I pity  the  cause  that  is  driven  to  the  necessity  of  appealing 
to  such  cases  to  sustain  itself.  But  we  can  prove  that  very 
many  of  the  men,  through  whom  Mr.  M.  and  his  brethren, 
affect  to  trace  their  pedigree,  and  from  whom  they  boast  of 
receiving  their  orders,  were  monsters  of  iniquity,  from  the  be- 
ginning to  the  end  of  their  official  lives.  Men  who  never  pre- 
tended to  piety  in  the  sense  of  the  New  Testament.  Judas 
was  far  their  superior,  though  called  the  “Son  of  Perdition. ” 

True,  he  allows  “ that  no  man  should  be  admitted  to  the 
sacred  office  without  piety,”  but  says,  “as  soon  as  he  is  validly 
ordained,  he  is  a true  minister  of  the  Church,  just  as  Judas  was 
a true  Apostle,  and  must  remain  so  until  he  is  deposed.”  But, 
suppose,  Mr.  Major’s  Bishop  had  not  a single  one  of  the 
qualifications  for  the  office,  which  are  described  by  St.  Paul. 
“A  Bishop  must  be  blameless,  the  husband  of  one  wife,  vigi- 
lant, sober,  of  good  behaviour,  given  to  hospitality,  apt  to  teach, 
not  given  to  wine,  no  striker,  not  greedy  of  filthy  lucre;  but 
patient,  not  a brawler,  not  covetous. — Not  a novice,  lest  being 
lifted  up  with  pride,  he  fall  into  the  condemnation  of  the  devil.” 
1 Tim.  hi.  2-6.  AVould  ordination  make  him  a true  Bishop, 
though  deficient  in  each  or  all  these  necessary  qualifications? 
If  so,  then  the  Bible  is  of  no  further  use  in  directing  the  Church, 
and  had  best  be  laid  aside  as  an  old  almanac.  Was  the  Angel, 
or  Bishop,  of  the  Church  atLaodicea  deposed  when  the  '■'•true 
witness"  said  “so  then,  because  thou  art  neither  cold  nor  hot, 
but  lukewarm,  I will  spue  thee  out  of  my  mouth.”  Was  he 
a valid  Bishop  after  God  had  thrown  him  out,  as  the  most 
filthy  thing  ? 
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But  Mr.  M.  thinks  we  shall  be  “involved  in  the  greatest 
dilemma,”  by  rejecting  his  postulate,  that  wicked  men  are  true 
ministers  of  Christ.  As  the  people  cannot  clearly  ascertain 
whether  their  minister  is  pious  or  not,  they  will  be  in  perplex- 
ity to  know  “whether  they  have  been  baptized  or  not.” — 
“And  thus  the  Christian  would  be  in  a state  of  continual  un- 
certainty.” Suppose  I turn  the  tables,  and  show  a few  diffi- 
culties on  the  other  side.  I will  let  Arch-Bishop  Whately,  the 
present  Arch-Bishop  of  Dublin,  present  the  case.  And  I do 
this  the  more  readily,  because  he  is  one  of  the  first  men  now 
in  the  established  Church  of  England.  Hear  him  : “ The 
ultimate  consequence  must  be,  that  any  one  who  sincerely  be- 
lieves that  his  claims  to  the  benefits  of  the  Gospel  covenant, 
depends  on  his  own  minister’s  claim  to  the  supposed  sacramen- 
tal virtue  of  true  ordination,  and  this  again  on  perfect  Apostolic 
succession,  must  be  involved,  in  proportion  as  he  reads,  and 
inquires,  and  reflects,  and  reasons  on  the  subject,  in  the  most 
distressing  doubt  and  perplexity.”  This  maybe  seen  in  his 
work,  written  especially  to  oppose  and  refute  the  doctrine  for 
which  Mr.  M.  so  ardently  contends. — p.  185. 

It  is  much  easier  for  the  unlettered  Christian,  to  be  satisfied 
as  to  the  piety  and  true  godliness  of  his  pastor,  than  to  trace 
his  true  genealogy  up  through  the  dark  ages  to  the  hands  of  the 
Apostles.  In  fact,  the  wisest  men  on  earth  cannot  do  it.-— 
Christ  says,  “by  their  fruits  ye  shall  know  them.”  “If  any 
man  abide  not  in  me,  he  is  cast  forth  as  a branch,  and  is  with- 
ered.” Has  a minister  gifts,  has  he  grace,  and  is  he  useful, 
are  questions  not  very  difficult  for  any  class  of  people ; and 
these  are  good  tests  of  a call  to  the  ministry.  So  that  Mr.  M. 
has  involved  no  one  but  himself  in  a serious  dilemma. 

But  I will  meet  this  plea  for  ungodly  ministers,*  by  reading 
its  author  a homily  from  Holy  Scripture.  “Whosoever  trans- 
gresseth  and  abideth  not  in  the  doctrine  of  Christ,  hath  not  God. 
He  that  abideth  in  the  doctrine  of  Christ,  he  hath  both  the 
Father  and  the  Son.  If  there  come  any  unto  you,  and  bring 
not  this  doctrine,  receive  him  not  into  your  house,  neither  bid 

* I once  heard  Dr.  Tyng,  a most  worthy  Episcopal  clergyman,  contra- 
dict the  doctrine,  for  which  Mr.  M.  here  contends,  that  wicked  men  can 
be  true  ministers  of  Christ.  After  an  extended  argument,  he  remarked — 
“ But  it  is  objected,  that  God  once  did  speak  by  an  ass,  and  certainly  can 
do  so  again.  I admit  it,”  he  replied,  “but  do  not  recollect  of  his  ever 
having  done  so  since ; and,  therefore,  doubt  whether  it  can  be  looked  upon 
as  a precedent” 
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him  God  speed.  For  lie  that  biddeth  him  God  speed,  is  par- 
taker of.  his  evil  deeds.  ” — 2 John , 9-11.  From  this  it  appears, 
that  the  people  of  God  are  carefully  to  examine  the  doctrine  as 
well  as  the  moral  character  of  their  teachers,  and  that  as  a matter 
of  solemn  duty. 

“ Unto  the  wicked  God  saith,  what  hast  thou  to  do,  that 
thou  shouldest  take  my  covenant  into  thy  mouth,  seeing  thou 
hatest  instruction,  and  castest  my  words  behind  thee.” — Psu. 
l.  16-17.  “ Beware  of  false  prophets  which  come  to  you  in 

sheep’s  clothing,  but  inwardly  they  are  ravening  wolves.  Ye 
shall  know  them  by  their  fruits.  Do  men  gather  grapes  of 
thorns,  or  figs  of  thistles  ? Wherefore  by  their  fruits  ye  shall 
know  them.” — Mat.  vii.  15-20.  Here  all  persons  are  ad- 
monished by  our  Lord,  to  stand  aloof  from  those  men  who 
undertake  to  guide  others  in  the  way  to  Heaven,  while  they 
themselves  are  walking  in  the  way  to  hell.  He  makes  no  excep- 
tion in  favor  of  those  who  are  in  the  “ Episcopal  Succession.” 
Could  he  have  given  such  a warning,  if  he  had  pledged  him- 
self to  bless  the  ministrations  of  these  men  to  the  people  ? If 
the  grand  test  of  a man’s  ministerial  authority  be  the  nature  of 
his  ordination,  as  Episcopal  or  otherwise,  how  could  our  Lord 
direct  the  people  to  judge  of  it  by  personal  conduct?  To  all 
workers  of  iniquity  he  says — “Ye  are  of  your  father,  the 
devil.”  This  is  their  true  “succession.”  Whatever  men 
may  say  concerning  them,  his  decision  is,  “I  never  knew 
you.” 

In  view  of  this  most  extraordinary  paragraph  on  ungodly 
ministers,  Mr.  M.  will  please  pardon  me  for  proposing  a few 
plain  questions,  to  which,  if  he  ever  writes  on  succession 
again,  it  is  hoped  he  will  furnish  plain  replies : 

If  simony,  atheism  and  gross  profligacy,  will  not  annul  holy 
orders,  what  will  ? 

If  doctrinal  error,  even  denying  the  Lord  that  bought  them, 
preaching  the  idlest  heresy,  being  guilty  of  shocking  profani- 
ty, and  practical  licentiousness,  will  not  annul  orders,  please 
say  what  will  ? 

How  can  he  be  a true  minister  of  Christ,  who  himself  is  not 
a Christian,  but  a child  of  the  Devil  ? 

How  can  common  hearers  revere  what  their  religious  teach- 
ers practically  and  publicly  despise  ? 

Is  it  consistent  to  suppose,  that  God  will  be  with  a minister 
through  life — sanction  all  he  does,  as  sacred  and  valid*— and  at 
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